REMARKS 



Amni©m)d©d clalinm 89, ©8, 107 amid 108 are pemidSmig in ftlhe appOocaftSoini amid are 
sy tomniiitited foir revtew. 

Claims 89, §8, 107 amid 1108 are 5mid©p©inid©inifc cDaoms. Tlh]©s© claims have b©©mi 
amended to further specify amid distinguish the art claimed within this appDScaftioo 
p@r ttSio teQ©comiff©renc© to©ftw©©n fth® Appflocanft and Exainniimi©^ dated 1/4/06. Th©s® 
ainn]®ndinni®[riitts ha^© b©©mi aOso mniad© to ffyrtlhi®ir dosftSngyiisthi ttlhi© art Bom fthos application 
from the prior art sited, including sp©ciffocallDy D©Lalnlu©!rga ©,408,330 amid Ross 
3,823, 948. As previously stated fthe applicant has amended fthes© four 
ond@p®nd©ntl claims to more cO©airily distinguish Ithe npvetty amid art off fthos 
onvsnttiion ov©r prior art. 

Independent COaoms 107 and 108 air© b©5ng rejected under 3i USC 102 © as being 
apocopated by Deiahyerga (8,408,330. lu is respectfully sybmruiiffied that these 
amendments to clafioviis 107 amid 108 address th© 35 USC 102 rej©cttoons and, 
th©reffore, D©Oalhiu©irga does not teach ©ach amid @^@iry ©0©inni@nt off amm©mid©d claims 
107 and 108. SpecoffocaDiy, th© Applicant has am©mid©d claims 107 and 108 with the 
elements off using ami optical scanner to create a digital matrix flayer off the original 
inni©dQoaO records, saod optocaD scann©r simultaneously embedding a physician 
biomrnetric characteristic watermark, amid meatms ffoor aytth©ntocatong th© digital 
records by comparison to a physician biomn)©tric characteristic watermark 
database. Further, toe applicant Ihias amended th© claims to more cB©ariy point out 
th® patenftaM® noveOty off th® claims p©tr 37 CFR 1.111 (c). Dim addition, th® 
Examon©r Unas cited D©flahu©rga coDuimn M Hnos 23-32 has "soinniufltan©ousDy 
assigning amid embedding a fforst physician boomraettric characteristic into each saod 
digital record...." The Applicant has careffuliy reviewed this citation amid 
respectfully points out to fUhto Exairan©r that there is only a reff©renc© to a 
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"watermarked scripted signature" ami this citation amid no reference to a physician 
"baomnietiriic characteristic." Therefore, given aflB off the above, the rejection off 
cflaoms 107 amid 108 under 33 OSC 102 should be withdrawn. 

Independent Claims 89 amid 98 are being rejected ynder 35 USC 11 ©3 (a) as being 
ymipatemitabie over Ross S,823,948 in view off DelalHIyerga 6,408,33®. It is 
respectfully submitted that these amendments to claims 89 and 98 address the 3S 
USC H©3 obvious rejections outlined in the flattest 111/30/05 ©ffffoce Action. Ross aimd 
Delahyerga do not teach each and every element off the cflaomm limitations off 
amended claims 89 and 98 to syppocrt an obvioysness cliaimnia The applicant . 
speciiffocaDly points to the addition ©IF the optical scanneir n otations on the claims, 




ssonatyre watermark and identoffoer watermark . The applicant, on his opening 



remaps, has given ample justification ttetr these amendments base on the need 
ffor authenticating digital mniedicall records and ffor correc% identifying patients 
while protecting their creditworthiness and confidentiality. On addition, at would 
not have been obvioys to one skilled in the ant to make the combinations off 
eOeinnients contained on these amended cOaimnis. In addition, these is no syggestion 
off motivation on the part off Ross and Delahyerga to mmalke this combination off 
claim elements. On addition, there is no syggestion off a reasonabfle expectation off 
syccess on the part off Ross and Delahyerga ffor making the combination off 
elements contained in these amended claims- Therefore, the rejection off cDaimms 
89 and 98 ynder 3§ USC 103 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 90-97 are being rejected ynder 3S USC 103 as being ynpatentable over 
Ross on view off DeLaHluerga. Claims 90-97 depend ffrom claim 89. Thereffore, the 
reasons set ffortth above dostongyishing claim 89 apply equally here and are 
incorporated hereon. Thus, ffor at least tftue above identified reasons Ross in view 
off Delahyerga does not teach each and evecry element off claims 90-97 to sypport 
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an obviousness rejection under 35 USC 103. Therefore, the rejection of claims 90- 
97 under 35 USC 103 as being unpatentable over Ross in view of Delahuerga 
should be withdrawn. 

Claims 99-106 are being rejected under 35 USC 103 as being unpatentable over 
Ross in view of DeLaHuerga. Claims 99-106 depend from claim 98. Therefore, the 
reasons set forth above distinguishing claim 89 apply equally here and are 
incorporated herein. Thus, for at least the above identified reasons Ross in view 
of DelaHuerga does not teach each and every element of claims 99-106 to support 
an obviousness rejection under 35 USC 103. Therefore, the rejection of claims 99- 
106 under 35 USC 103 as being unpatentable over Ross in view of Delahuerga 
should be withdrawn. 

The applicant respectfully submits that all 102 and 103 rejections to the claims 
have been addressed by virtue of these amended claims. The applicant 
respectfully requests that the examiner allow amended claims 89-108 as 
presented herein. 
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